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Source: Lundahl & Associates 2006 

Alternative C–Tree Removal and Coverage Relocation Detail Exhibit 4-4 
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Table 4-2 
Alternative C–Land Coverage Calculations 

Net Lot Area:   
Including Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area: 272,303 sf  
Excluding Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area: 268,531 sf  

Land Capability District (TRPA Verified): 6  
Allowable Coverage (Bailey–30%):   

Including Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area: 81,691 sf  
Excluding Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area: 80,559 sf  

Allowable Coverage (TVCP w/transfer–50%):   
Including Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area: 136,152 sf  
Excluding Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area: 134,266 sf  

Existing On Site:   
Site Land Coverage (TRPA Verified): 174,324 sf  
Existing Coverage:   

Asphalt: 16,489 sf  
Buildings: 6,778 sf  
Decks & Patio: 2,036 sf  
Gravel: 39,129 sf  
Compacted Dirt: 109,708 sf  
Concrete Pads: 184 sf  

Total: 174,324 sf (64%) 
Existing Off Site Land Coverage: 3,800 sf  
Proposed On Site Land Coverage (detail below):   

Including Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area: 167,231 sf  
Excluding Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area: 163,459 sf  

Future Linear Public Facility Area:   
Multiple Use (including bicycles) Public Path in Trail Easement: 1,261 sf  
Foot Path Along Eastern Site Boundary: 2,511 sf  

Road & Parking Areas: 61,843 sf  
Sidewalk at SR 28 frontage: 1,450 sf  
Buildings:   

Affordable/Employee Housing Units 6,365 sf  
Interval Ownership Buildings (TAUs) 47,178 sf  
Garage Buildings 8,246 sf  
Clubhouse/Administration Building 4,781 sf  
Restaurant/Office/Apartment Building 3,774 sf  
Concessionaire’s Building 1,000 sf  

Total Buildings: 71,344 sf  
Unit Decks: 5,459 sf  
Landings & Walks: 12,634 sf  
Pool and Deck Area: 8,437 sf  
Stone Monuments & Signs: 98 sf  
Trash Enclosures: 720 sf  
Play Area: 1,474 sf  
Total (Including Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area): 167,231 sf (61%) 
Total (Excluding Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area): 163,459 sf (61%) 
Proposed Off Site Land Coverage: 427 sf  
Land Coverage to be Transferred: 0 sf  
Land Coverage to be Banked:   

Including Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area: 7,093 sf  
Excluding Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area: 10,865 sf  

Excess Land Coverage:   
Including Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area: 85,540 sf  
Excluding Coverage Within Future Linear Public Facility Area: 82,900 sf  

Note: For the purposes of this EA/EIR, the land coverage in the multiple use (including bicycles) public path area (1,261 sf) at the rear of the site and 
the foot path area (2,511 sf) along the eastern site boundary is included in this table. However, both of these easements would be dedicated to a 
public entity for use as a linear public facility, which would allow this coverage to be excluded under TRPA Code of Ordinances, Section 20.3.4. 
Source: Lundahl & Associates 2006; K. B. Foster Civil Engineering, Inc. 2006 
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The primary distinction between Alternatives B and C is the recreation elements that have been incorporated into 
Alternative C. The following briefly describes these recreation elements: 

► Kayak/Bicycle Rental Concessionaire’s Addition to Main Commercial Building. Alternative C would include 
construction of a 1,000-sf addition to the main 2-story  commercial building in the location of the existing 
restaurant deck area (Exhibit 4-3). This addition would replace the existing recreation kayak/rental buildings 
(currently used by Enviro-Rents) and related recreation opportunities that would be displaced by 
Alternative A. Alternative C would allow for continued storage of kayaks on the Sandy Beach Recreation 
Area across SR 28 from the site. Consistent with the TVCP, the concessionaire’s building would support non-
vehicle transportation (bicycle travel), water-oriented uses (non-motorized), and development along the SR 28 
corridor. As part of this addition, the existing 1,000-sf restaurant patio/deck would be raised and constructed 
above the new concessionaire’s facility. (Note: pre- and post-project renderings of the modified commercial 
building and SR 28 frontage improvements are included in Chapter 10, “Scenic Resources.”) 

► Public Pedestrian Path Connection to Multiple Use Public Trail Easement. Alternative C would include a 5-
foot wide (2,511 sf) public pedestrian walkway along the eastern boundary of Parcel 2 that would provide 
access from the dedicated multiple use public trail easement at the northern end of the site, through the project 
site, to SR 28 (Exhibit 4-3). As such, this connection could provide access from the North Tahoe Regional 
Park to the Sandy Beach Recreation Area across SR 28. The footpath would be separated from Parcel 2 by a 
6-foot tall wood fence. To prevent potential safety conflicts, bicycles would be prohibited from using the 
pedestrian walkway. 

► Bicycle Racks. Bicycle racks would be installed at two locations (Exhibit 4-3): one set would be installed in 
the multiple use public trail easement at the northern end of the site, and one set along SR 28 near the eastern 
end of the main 2-story commercial building. The bicycle racks in the trail easement would allow trail users to 
park their bicycles and use the pedestrian walkway for access to Sandy Beach Recreation Area. In addition, 
the project applicant proposes to sponsor future Lake Tahoe bicycle events subject to the discretion of the 
property management company and homeowner’s association. 

► Shared Day Use Parking for Sandy Beach Recreation Area in Commercial Building Parking Lot. To support 
use of the Sandy Beach Recreation Area across SR 28 and to address its documented parking shortage, 
Alternative C would allow shared day use parking in the commercial building parking lot. The shared parking 
would be restricted to daytime hours. Signs would be posted in the lot describing the applicable parking 
restrictions. Access to the Sandy Beach Recreation Area from the project site would be via the existing 
pedestrian crosswalk on SR 28 (Exhibit 4-3). 

Alternative C would require six fewer TAU allocations for development than Alternative A, but could require 
additional CFA for development of the 1,000-sf kayak/bicycle rental addition to the main 2-story building. The 
Concessionaire’s facility could be operated either as an accessory use to the proposed project or as an independent 
commercial enterprise like it is operated today by Enviro-Rents. While as an accessory use it would not require 
additional CFA for development, there would be limitations to the operation of the Concessionaire’s facility. For 
example, operation as an accessory use would restrict the Concessionaire from advertising independent of the 
project. As an accessory use, it would primarily serve the guests of the TAU component of the project. 
Alternatively, should the project applicant choose to operate it as an independent business (as it is today), 
additional CFA beyond that required for Alternative A would be necessary. Under such conditions, the 

Concessionaire’s facility would require an additional 904 square feet of CFA for a total of 2,142 square feet of 
required CFA. The options to address this need for additional CFA are the same as described for Alternative A. 
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4.1.4 ALTERNATIVE D–NO PROJECT 

This alternative proposes no project and no action. With this alternative, the 45 TAUs, clubhouse/administration 
building, 10 affordable/employee housing units, and 2-story main commercial building and SR 28 frontage 
improvements would not be constructed. The project site would remain a partially developed campground and RV 
park, with a 2-story main commercial building and small ancillary buildings fronting SR 28, as it is today. This 
alternative assumes the continued operation and use of these existing facilities at the site. It is acknowledged that 
project objectives could possibly be met by other means in the future. However, for the purposes of this EA/EIR, 
it is assumed that even into the future, no new development would occur at the project site. 

4.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM FURTHER 
ANALYSIS 

In selecting a range of reasonable alternatives for the proposed project, State CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15126.6(c) provides: 

The range of potential alternatives to the proposed project shall include those that could feasibly 
accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and could avoid or substantially lessen one or 
more of the significant effects… The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered 
by the lead agency but were rejected as infeasible during the scoping process and briefly explain the 
reasons underlying the lead agency’s determination… Among the factors that may be used to 
eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: (i) failure to meet most of the basic 
project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid significant environmental impacts. 

The following on-site and off-site alternatives were considered for the proposed project, but as discussed below, 
were determined to be infeasible, failed to meet most of the project objectives (presented in Chapter 3 of this 
EA/EIR), and/or did not avoid significant environmental impacts. 

4.2.1 OFF-SITE ALTERNATIVES 

In determining whether alternative locations for the project need to be considered in an EIR, State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(2)(A) states that only locations that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant effects of the project need be considered for inclusion in the EIR. In addition, Section 15126.6(f)(2)(B) 
of the State CEQA Guidelines also provides that if the lead agency concludes that no feasible alternative locations 
exist, it must disclose the reasons for this conclusion, and should include the reasons in the EIR. With respect to 
assessing the feasibility of alternatives, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) provides that the following 
factors may be taken into account: site suitability, economic viability, availability of infrastructure, general plan 
consistency, other plans or regulatory limitations, jurisdictional boundaries (projects with a regionally significant 
impact should consider the regional context), and whether the project applicant can reasonably acquire, control or 
otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is already owned by the project applicant). 

Off-site alternative locations for the proposed project would not offer obvious environmental advantages. 
The project site is already owned by the project applicant, has good access from SR 28, and is in a location with 
desirable amenities for visitors and tourists (e.g., scenic quality, recreation opportunities, and restaurants). The 
site is already developed with significant coverage (64% of the site contains impermeable surfaces), which in 
some respects could make this site more desirable for redevelopment than development on an undeveloped site. 
Alternative locations were not considered likely to substantially lessen effects of the project. 
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4.2.2 ON-SITE ALTERNATIVES 

INCREASED DENSITY / INCREASED AFFORDABLE/EMPLOYEE HOUSING ALTERNATIVE 

An on-site increased density alternative was considered that would be substantially similar to Alternative A, 
but would increase the number of TAU units and affordable/employee housing units. The alternative would have 
maximized the density of TAUs resulting in a total of 68 TAUs and 14 affordable/employee housing units on 
Parcel 2. The Increased Density Alternative would result in approximately 4.00 acres (174,272 sf) of coverage, 
or 65% of the site, approximately 2.5% more coverage than Alternative A. For Parcels 1 and 2, this alternative 
would result in a density of 23.0 multi-family and 13.9 TAU units per acre, respectively. At a level of 
14 affordable/employee housing units, this density would exceed the allowable density for Parcel 1 of up to 
18 multi-family units per acre by 3 units making this alternative infeasible without reducing the number of 
affordable/employee housing units to a total of 11, or altering the configuration of the subdivided parcels. 
While this alternative would meet the basic project objectives, it would result in environmental effects 
substantially similar or incrementally worse than those of the proposed project. This alternative would increase 
tree removal, overall grading, land coverage, and density relative to Alternative A, and as such, would not 
substantially lessen the effects associated with Alternative A. While the addition one affordable/employee 
housing unit relative to that proposed by the project would help meet affordable housing demands in the 
North Tahoe Area, it would not be sufficient to outweigh the adverse effects of this alternative. For these reasons, 
this alternative was eliminated from further analysis. 

MIXED USE–ON-SITE CAMPSITES / TAUS / AFFORDABLE/EMPLOYEE HOUSING AND COMMERCIAL 
ALTERNATIVE 

While Alternative A is a mixed use alternative (affordable/employee housing, TAU and commercial uses), 
another on-site alternative was considered that would add to this mix the preservation of some portion of the 
Sandy Beach Campground. Several variations of this alternative that would have added campground sites at either 
the rear of the parcel or in an area between the commercial area fronting SR 28 and the TAU development at the 
rear of the site were contemplated. This alternative would reduce the recreation effects associated with the loss of 
campground capacity in Alternative A, but otherwise would not have environmental merits relative to the project. 
This alternative was rejected from further consideration because it was determined that: 1) the size of the project 
site at 6.25-acres is too small to balance these four types of land uses, 2) it would result in a mix of potentially 
incompatible uses, and 3) it would only partially and not substantially offset the loss of campground capacity. 

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE–47 RV / TENT SITES 

An alternative was considered that would remove the impediments that forced closure of the 20 campsites at the 
rear of the property. Although the campground includes space for approximately 47 tent and RV sites, the 
northern half of the campground is currently closed and unavailable to campground patrons, leaving only 27 RV 
sites and associated gravel pads in use. The campground operates the 27 sites under a Use Permit issued by the 
California Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD). Buildings and facilities associated with 
the campground include an existing 545-square foot restroom/shower building, and a RV dump station. 
The campground was cited by HCD in April 2001 for violating its operating permit. In response to this inspection 
and a subsequent HCD order to correct operating permit violations, the campground owners closed the northern 
half of the project site to campground patrons. 

While the property owners have continued to operate the campground, its closure could occur for economic 
reasons regardless of project implementation. To restore the site to its pre-2001 operating conditions would likely 
require infrastructure improvements (e.g., expanded restroom facilities) and a permit revision with the HCD. 
While this alternative would eliminate the impact on the loss of campground capacity associated with the project, 
such an alternative is not considered to be economically feasible, nor would it meet the basic project objectives of 
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providing low-density affordable homes and TAUs under a shared ownership program. Therefore, this alternative 
was eliminated from further consideration. 

OTHER LAND USES 

This EA/EIR does not evaluate alternatives with a combination of non-TAU and affordable/employee housing 
uses (e.g., public service, recreation, resource management), because they would not meet the basic objectives of 
providing low-density affordable homes and TAUs under a shared ownership program. 




